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REPLY BRIEF 



In response to the new arguments raised in the Examiner's Answer, the following reply 
brief is submitted. 

The Answer relies on two untenable definitions of two terms at issue. The Examiner 
suggests that "determining" must somehow mean "conclusively fixing." But even if "to 
determine" meant "conclusively fixing," the act of "determining" calls for a process of 
conclusively fixing. In other words, the "ing" form of determine calls for a process step. It 
cannot call for the conclusion, but, rather, must call for the act of doing something. The act of 
determining may be a continuing act. It need not be the conclusion and if it was, a proper step 
could not be claimed. Therefore, "determining" must necessarily mean the process that results in 
determining or, in the Examiner's words, conclusively fixing. 

Thus, the combination of "simultaneously" and "determining" must mean doing the 
process of conclusively fixing simultaneously. Since we are talking about a process, two actions 
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may be simultaneous if they are simultaneous in any aspect. Thus, in other words, if there are 
two steps in the two process sequences and one step of each sequence is done simultaneously, 
the sequences are at least partially simultaneous. The claim does not require that they be entirely 
simultaneous. 

Thus, both the Section 1 12 rejection and the prior art rejection must fail. These rejections 
rely on contradictory claim constructions, which is, of course, completely improper. 

With respect to the Section 1 12 rejection, an entirely overly restrictive construction is 
adopted, basically reading out "determining" and "simultaneously" to try to apply a reference 
which appears, from what the Examiner cites, to be totally irrelevant. 

Therefore, both rejections should be reversed. 
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